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REMARKS 

The above amendments are made in response to the Final Office action of August 
30, 2007. The Examiner's reconsideration is respectfully requested in view of the above 
amendment and the following remarks. No new matter has been added, amendments 
have been made for purposes of clarifying the claimed invention. 

Claims 1-21 have been previously cancelled and claim 22 is currently cancelled. 
Applicants gratefully acknowledge that claims 24 and 25 have been indicated as being 
allowable but for their dependence on a rejected bas claim. Claim 23 has been withdrawn 
from further consideration and claim 24 has been amended to include the limitations of 
cancelled claim 22, leaving claims 24 and 25 for further consideration upon entry of the 
present amendment. No new matter has been added. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In order for an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the 
burden of establishing that all of the elements of the invention are disclosed in the prior 
art; that the prior art relied upon, coupled with knowledge generally available in the art at 
the time of the invention, must contain some suggestion or incentive that would have 
motivated the skilled artisan to modify a reference or combined references; and that the 
proposed modification of the prior art must have had a reasonable expectation of success, 
determined from the vantage point of the skilled artisan at the time the invention was 
made. In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Or. 1988); In re Wilson, 165 U.S.P.Q. 
494, 496 (C.C.P.A. 1970); Amgen v. Chugai Pharmaceuticals Co., 927 U.S.P.Q.2d, 1016, 
1023 (Fed. Or. 1996). See MPEP 2143. 

Claim 22 

Claim 22 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over Brindel (U.S. Patent No. 6,868,102, hereinafter "Brindel") in view of 
Jung et al. (U.S. Patent No. 7,068,949, hereinafter "Jung"). The Examiner states that 
Brindel discloses all of the elements of claim 22 except, outputting digital signals from 
the microwave spectrum analyzing unit, which the Examiner further states is disclosed 
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primarily in FIG. 1 of Jung. Claim 22 has been cancelled, rendering any rejections 
thereto moot. 

Conclusion 

In light of the above remarks, the present application including claims 24 and 25 
is believed to be in condition for allowance. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the outstanding rejections. If there are any charges due with respect to this 
response, please charge them to Deposit Account No. 06-1130 maintained by Applicants' 
Attorneys. 

Respectfully submitted. 



By: /James J. Merrick/ 

James J. Merrick 
Registration No. 43,801 
Cantor Colbum LLP 
55 Griffin Road South 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 
PTO Customer No. 23413 
Telephone: (860) 286-2929 
Date: November 29, 2007 Fax: (860)286-0115 



CP0304US 
CHU-0009 



Page 5 of 5. 



